In Part II of this article, we present the results of a systematic review of European evidence on the effectiveness of domestic violence perpetrator programs. After searching through 10,446 titles, we discovered only 12 studies that evaluated the effectiveness of a perpetrator program in some systematic manner. The studies applied treatment to a total of 1,586 domestic violence perpetrators, and the sample sizes ranged from 9 to 322. Although the evaluations showed various positive effects after treatment, methodological problems relating to the evaluation designs do not allow attribution of these findings to the programs. Overall, the methodological quality of the evaluations is insufficient to derive firm conclusions and estimate an effect size. Accordingly, one cannot claim that one programmatic approach is superior to another. Evaluation of domestic violence perpetrator treatment in Europe must be improved and programs should become more tailored to the characteristics of the participants.
Introduction
In Part I (Hamilton, Koehler, & Lösel, 2013) of this article, we provided the results of an international survey of domestic violence perpetrator programs in Europe. The results of that review indicated that measures to reduce the incidence of episodes of future reabuse were common throughout the continent and that most European countries had at least some measure in place to deal with the abusive attitudes and behaviors of violent men. However, we also observed a wide range of program designs and implementation practices, and a particular dearth of high-quality evaluation integrated into routine practice. It is thus necessary to establish how closely practitioners in Europe base their routine practices on a definitive body of up-to-date knowledge concerning the effectiveness of domestic violence perpetrator programs.
However, for various reasons, the empirical evidence guiding practitioners in Europe is unsatisfactory. First, scholars generally note a lack of conclusive evidence concerning perpetrator program effectiveness, which seems to relate to various methodological factors pertaining to evaluation standards (Davis & Taylor, 1999; MacKenzie, 2006; Rosenbaum, 1988) . For instance, North American evaluations of the effectiveness of various perpetrator programs remain thus far largely inconclusive (e.g., Babcock, Green, & Robie, 2004; Davis & Taylor, 1999; Feder, Wilson, & Austin, 2008; Hamberger & Hastings, 1993; MacKenzie, 2006) . In a meta-analytic examination of the effectiveness of court-mandated offender programs, for example, Feder et al. (2008) observed reductions in reoffending of 13% among participants who had undergone treatment. However, these improvements disappeared when the researchers examined victimreported outcomes. Similarly, Babcock et al. (2004) observed small overall treatment effects from perpetrator programs that diminished further when they applied stringent methodological criteria in their analyses. Moreover, the researchers found no significant difference in effectiveness when comparing different treatment modalities.
Second, the ongoing debate among scholars concerning the correct interpretation of the etiology and treatment of domestic violence perpetration (e.g., Dutton & Corvo, 2007; Gondolf, 2007) leaves practitioners with little guidance of how best to deliver rehabilitative service. As yet, the dearth of evidence emphasizing the superiority of one treatment modality over another means that the validity of these theoretical contributions continues to remain unresolved. Although we observed in our survey that practitioners express a preference for a variety of program designs and delivery styles, it is not clear whether treatment components from one approach militate against the effectiveness of treatment components from another. Consequently, the lack of evidencebased guidance concerning "what works" has especially salient ramifications concerning the type and quality of treatment that is delivered to offenders.
Third, caution should be exercised when generalizing the results of the North American reviews that were mentioned earlier to a European context, given the highly politically charged and culturally embedded nature of domestic violence (Gracia & Herrero, 2006) . Populations of abusers, legal frameworks, and treatment approaches may have unique implications for the delivery of perpetrator treatment.
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International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 57(10) Despite the presence of perpetrator treatment programs on the domestic violence landscape for more than 30 years (Barnish, 2004) , the significant developments in research on these interventions remain thus far in large part theoretical. Therefore, given that there has been no synthesized body of European evidence on "what works" for domestic violence perpetrator programs, practitioners have to draw on often unconnected research from countries with differing issues of transferability. It is in this context that we present below the results of a systematic review of European evidence on the effectiveness of domestic violence perpetrator programs.
Method
Our literature search contained the following eligibility criteria:
1. Region: We limited our search to evaluations conducted in Europe. This was not restricted to European Union (EU) countries alone. 2. Target population: The target sample had to comprise domestic violence perpetrators, defined as either offenders who had been convicted of a domestic violence offense, or partners who had commenced a course of treatment to deal with their self-reported partner-abusive behavior. Programs targeting male and female perpetrators were eligible. 3. Intervention: The evaluation had to examine the effectiveness of a treatment program that was designed to alter the attitudes and/or behaviors of domestically violent partners. 4. Evaluation design: At minimum, the study had to measure outcomes before the commencement of treatment, and at the conclusion of treatment, corresponding to Level 2 on the Maryland Scale of Scientific Methods (Sherman, Farrington, Welsh, & Mackenzie, 2002) . Due to a lack of methodologically more sound evaluations (e.g., randomized controlled trials, matched-pairs designs), we had to apply this fairly relaxed criterion. 5. Outcomes: Both attitudinal and behavioral outcome measures were acceptable. 6. Publication: Both published and unpublished formats were acceptable for inclusion. 7. Language: Studies could be written in any common European language.
To locate unpublished and published studies, we searched online computerized databases and specialist journal archives, 1 as well as meta-analytic and systematic review publications dealing with domestic violence perpetrator programs (e.g., Babcock et al., 2004; Davis & Taylor, 1999; Feder et al., 2008; Rothman, Butchart, & Cerdá, 2003) . We also contacted academics and experts in an effort to locate studies that might not have been accessed by the more conventional strategies. In addition, as part of a corresponding survey of domestic violence perpetrator programs throughout the EU (see Part I of this article), we asked respondents to furnish us with any evaluations of their practice. Moreover, we consulted the database of the Daphne II Work With Perpetrators Survey, which had compiled a network of domestic violence perpetrator programs in each of the 27 EU countries during 2007 to 2008. Although this database did not include information on outcome evaluations, we individually contacted each respondent to that survey and asked them to provide us with any available evaluations of their program. Figure 1 provides an illustration of the search process.
Our bibliographic database search yielded a total of 10,446 titles, which, on deletion of duplicates, yielded 8,325 discrete documents. The titles and abstracts were then screened according to method, location of study, sample population, and outcome of interest, to arrive at 7 studies. These were supplemented by 8 further studies that were retrieved in our questionnaire survey and from expert feedback, and a further 5 studies were added through consultation with respondents to the Daphne II Work With Perpetrators Survey. This resulted in 20 studies, which we retrieved in full. Eight studies were excluded on the basis of a lack of outcome measurements (k = 4), or because measurements were taken at only one point in time (k = 4). Our final study sample consisted of 12 evaluations that fulfilled all eligibility criteria.
Results
The 12 studies originated from six European countries: Cyprus (k = 1), Finland (k = 1), Germany (k = 1), Spain (k = 4), Sweden (k = 1), and the United Kingdom (k = 4). 
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2 Ten studies were published between 2000 and 2010; the oldest was written in 1997.
We provide an in-depth narrative review below of the seven studies that report outcomes related to offending or violent behaviors. Five studies in our sample used data that pertained to attitudes and beliefs surrounding women and psychological variables related to impulsivity, self-esteem, anger, and so on. We eschew in-depth description of these studies and instead refer readers seeking elaboration to Table 1 for further details.
R. P. Dobash, Dobash, Cavanagh, and Lewis (1999) R. P. Dobash et al. (1999) compared the effectiveness of two court-mandated perpetrator programs with traditional criminal justice-based sanctions (e.g., fines, probation, and prison) in Scotland. They were cognitive-behavioral and emphasized educational rather than psychodynamic methods. The authors administered interviews to the men and the women partners of the participants at the beginning of the program (Time 1) and sent postal questionnaires at 3 and 12 months thereafter (Times 2 and 3). There were few differences between the two groups on key demographic, criminal, and attitudinal variables at Time 1, although there were significant differences pertaining to employment and marital status. During the follow-up period, marginally more men in the treatment condition appeared in arrest and prosecution records than men in the control condition. Women's reports of subsequent violence based on questionnaire data revealed that 33% of the men in the experimental condition and 69% in the control condition used violence at Time 3. This difference was statistically significant. A similar difference obtained when the authors compared the use of frequent violence between the two groups. The authors also observed reductions in the experimental condition of controlling and intimidating behaviors, both over time and compared with the control condition. Moreover, women partners of men in the experimental condition reported more positive and statistically significant improvements in qualityof-life measures such as feelings of happiness, contentment, and safety than women partners of men in the control condition.
Bowen (2004) Bowen (2004) investigated the effectiveness of a court-mandated program delivered by the West Midlands Probation Area in the United Kingdom. Attendance at fewer than 21 of the 24 core sessions constituted a dropout. The modules adopted a psychoeducational and profeminist approach. Outcomes were measured by official police records as well as by means of a number of psychological batteries administered at 11-months follow-up, which captured data about violent behaviors and attitudes surrounding anger, violence, and dependency. Psychological variables were adjusted to compensate for social desirability bias. In the 11-months follow-up period, completers were alleged to have committed fewer domestic violence offenses than dropouts. 
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Recidivism was not associated with risk, offender type, the therapeutic environment, program attendance, or variations in program implementation. Reoffending was significantly associated with pretreatment criminal history. Although a small positive psychological change was observed in the offender sample, this was not related to reoffending.
Leicester-Liverpool Evaluation Group (2005)
The authors evaluated the effectiveness of a Duluth-based perpetrator program applied to 173 men in three sites across the United Kingdom. Treatment comprised twenty-four 2-hr sessions, delivered in 6 months, to perpetrators who had been subjected to a Community Rehabilitation and Punishment Order. Assessments of the perpetrators' reconviction patterns were collected from the Offenders Index, and behavioral and psychometric data were collected from program starters and completers. 3 The authors observed lower reconviction rates among treatment completers than among noncompleters and perpetrators who had not commenced treatment. They also observed significant improvements in perpetrators' and partners' self-reported abusive behaviors, on completion of the program.
Adva (2008)
The authors investigated the effectiveness of a community-based treatment in the United Kingdom that targeted perpetrators who had been referred by other domestic violence agencies or who had approached the service directly. The intervention comprised meetings with the police domestic abuse unit, social workers, and women's and children's workers. The treatment consisted of a 42-week course, involving 10 individual cognitive-behavioral therapy sessions, and 30 loosely defined group sessions with the perpetrator. The modules adopted cognitive-behavioral and Duluth-based psychodynamic methods. Continuous assessment was undertaken throughout the duration of participation in the treatment. The percentage of men self-reporting abusive behavior increased sharply after the 1st month, and then decreased over the next 11 months until it was somewhat lower than at the commencement of assessment. The risk level of abuse decreased for the majority of participants who completed treatment, and this change was less pronounced among participants who did not complete the program. Furthermore, this was corroborated by the women partners' perceptions of the risk of abuse. Statistically significant improvements on a number of psychological variables were observed among 19 treatment completers. Partners of program participants reported a decline in the number of abusive incidents over the course of the intervention and an improvement in well-being and safety regardless of the man's progress through treatment. The majority of the 20 children of perpetrators who were assessed toward the beginning and end of their support program reported psychological, behavioral, and academic improvements.
Socialstyrelsen (2010)
This study investigated the effectiveness of eight voluntary programs located throughout Sweden. The programs were broadly similar, and comprised individual and group sessions incorporating psychodynamic and cognitive-behavioral approaches. The length of treatment varied for each participant from 3 individual sessions to more than 20 individual and group sessions each week. A questionnaire was administered at entry into the program (Time 1) and at 12 months thereafter (Time 2) to 188 male participants and 16 female partners. Questionnaire items concerned physical and psychological violence, mental health, and substance abuse. At Time 2, data were gathered from 12 women and from 140 program participants. The author used a "last observation carried forward" analysis for the male participants who were not available at posttest measurement. At Time 2, 38% of participants had completed treatment, 43% had dropped out, and 19% were still in treatment. The assessment comprised dichotomous-level data capturing whether or not a violent behavior had been used in the year preceding measurement. Although there were statistically significant reductions in the use of various forms of violence at Time 2, the majority of men continued to use minor psychological violence, and a substantial proportion reported continued physically violent behaviors. Significant improvements were observed in program participants' mental health and substance abusive behaviors at Time 2, compared with Time 1. The majority of participants reported satisfaction with the program at Time 2. Eleven (92%) of the women reached at Time 2 who were still in contact with their partners reported that violent behaviors had decreased.
Törmä and Tuokkola (2009)
Törmä & Tuokkola investigated the effectiveness of a treatment program in Finland that accepted either court-mandated or voluntary referrals, and that involved one-onone or group discussion therapy depending on client intake assessments. The intended duration of the psychodynamic treatment was at minimum 2 months. The authors distributed outcome evaluation surveys to selected clients who had participated in the program; however, this selection process was not described in detail. The time that elapsed between program completion and questionnaire distribution varied among respondents. In all, 61% (n = 80) of questionnaire recipients responded, providing data about violent behaviors, psychological change, and satisfaction with the program, based on recollections from before and after participation. The authors reported reductions in self-reported "violent incidents," "intimidating behaviors," and increased "well-being" across all respondents. Many respondents reported that the program had "been useful" to them. The authors also interviewed six spouses of program participants, all of whom reported "feeling safer" as a result of the men's participation in the program. The precise behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs captured within these constructs were not specified.
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Association for the Prevention and Handling of Violence in the Family (APHVF; 2009)
The authors investigated the effectiveness of a community-based perpetrator program delivered to domestically violent men in Cyprus. The program comprised 22-hr psycho-educational group sessions delivered over the course of 12 weeks. Nine participants completed a questionnaire at intake into the program and immediately on program completion. The questionnaire captured the respondents' sense of anxiety, well-being, anger, and self-esteem, as well as instances of psychological and physical aggression toward the partner. Modest improvements were observed among all psychological variables, and five of the six participants who had reported physical assault at intake reported a reduction upon program completion. Of the three cases in which respondents reported injuring their partner at intake, reductions were reported in two cases. The authors conducted no statistical analysis of the data.
Discussion
We intended this review to provide the first synthesis of European evaluations of the effectiveness of domestic violence perpetrator programs. Given our prior lack of knowledge about the state of evaluation research in this field in Europe, we relaxed the methodological eligibility criteria to retrieve a study sample that accommodated a variety of program and research designs. Our approach uncovered a substantial body of recent evaluations, emanating from diverse sources. A considerable number of primary studies in the sample were from countries that are traditionally underrepresented in the criminological literature or were retrieved from sources that would have been concealed had we relied on conventional search strategies (Wilson, 2009 ). When applying a crude "vote count" method of surveying the outcomes across the 12 studies in our sample, various positive effects were observed in all cases (see Table 1 ).
However, the quality of the studies within our sample do not, in aggregation, support confident claims about how well such programs work, and under what circumstances practitioners can expect to reduce the incidence of future episodes of reabuse. In the following, a few of the problems will be briefly discussed.
Evaluation Design
There was a near-total absence of comparison group evaluation designs in our sample. Of the 12 studies, only 1 used such a design (R. P. Dobash et al., 1999) . However, the equivalence between the two groups in that study was questionable because the participants were allocated to groups based on their court sentence. The authors note that participants may have been mandated to attend the programs only because the local law enforcement officials deemed them to be less severe offenders (R. P. Dobash et al., 1999) . It is therefore plausible that this exaggerated the effectiveness of the treatment.
The remaining studies gathered outcome data from only those participants who had undergone treatment. Although all 12 studies reported reductions in one or the other outcome measures, one cannot draw a firm causal conclusion. For example, various threats to internal validity (e.g., history, maturation, selection, and statistical regression) apply to within-group evaluation findings (Lösel, 2007; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) . In particular, the modest to significant reductions may simply be an artifact of the "honeymoon period" phenomenon (Rosenbaum, 1988 ; see below) and not a true indicator of perpetrator program effectiveness.
Program Type
All 12 studies adopted an approach that mixed cognitive-behavioral, educational, and profeminist techniques. This renders identification of the precise components of effective treatments rather difficult. The specific method of treatment delivery in most cases was not described in detail and thus manifested low descriptive validity (Lösel, 2007 ; see also Mears, 2003 , for perpetrator program research specifically). Moreover, with one exception (Echeburúa & Fernández-Montalvo, 1997) , all the treatments comprised group therapy sessions with similar levels of intensity and dosage. Sessions were typically spread over 20 weeks, ranging from 3 to roughly 30 sessions (R. P. Dobash et al., 1999; Socialstyrelsen, 2010, respectively) . Consequently, although complex and theoretically heterogeneous program packages seem common, it is difficult to evaluate which treatment components may have led to more or less positive results (if other threats to validity would not have been present). This seems not to be a specific pattern of European research because North American reviews were similarly unable to discern which treatment approaches worked better than others (e.g., Babcock et al., 2004; Feder et al., 2008) .
Representativeness of the Samples
The sample sizes in the primary studies of our European review ranged considerably, from 9 to 322 (APHVF, 2009; Hagemann-White, Kavemann, & Beckmann, 2004, respectively) . The participants were selected from a range of sources, such as voluntary referrals and court-mandated diversion orders. This heterogeneity leads to the question of the generalizability of the samples of treatment participants. Feder et al. (2008) observed in their North American meta-analysis that programs applied to a general population that was representative of "typical" perpetrators observed lower overall mean effects than programs that were applied to a uniquely appropriate subset of abusers. They attributed this finding to the possibility that such programs may be especially dependent on various factors relating to the participant group, such as levels of motivation to complete treatment (Feder et al., 2008) . It is thus necessary to distinguish when the evaluations have isolated those participants who are most likely to manifest reductions in intended outcomes, whether through sample size, selection, or attrition.
Perpetrator Characteristics
Of the 12 studies in our sample, none explicitly tailored the treatment program to specific characteristics of the participants. For example, although Bowen (2004) and R. P. Dobash et al. (1999) conducted analyses on the effectiveness of the treatment on different subtypes of perpetrator, these were post hoc and were not used to match treatment to the individual perpetrators' needs. Perhaps the high drop-out rates resulted from programs having targeted a particular type of perpetrator but included other participants whose criminogenic needs may have been partially different (Day, Chung, O'Leary, & Carson, 2009; Graham-Kevan, 2007) . As treatment effectiveness can be increased when program delivery is tailored to participants' learning styles and behavioral profiles (e.g., Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Koehler, Lösel, Akoensi, & Humphreys, 2013; Lösel, 2012) , further attention should be paid in the future to an adequate combination of standardization and some individualization of perpetrator programs (see also Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005) .
Attrition
In most studies we observed relatively high rates of attrition. In the prison subsample of Echauri Tijeras (2010), for example, only a quarter of the original sample completed the program. In the other studies, attrition rates were rarely below 30%. This is especially concerning in light of the observation that predictors of dropout seem to be related to perpetrators' risk factors for the resumption of violent behaviors (Daly & Pelowski, 2000) . Moreover, one must assume that the women victims lost at followup, such as those in R. P. Dobash et al. (1999) and in Socialstyrelsen (2010) , are more likely to be abused with greater frequency and severity (Sullivan, Rumptz, Campbell, Eby, & Davidson, 1996) . It is highly plausible that the program completers had the strongest motivation to change. A selection bias such as this would have exaggerated the results in favor of finding a reduction in abuse at follow-up. This phenomenon has been labeled creaming, and has been observed in previous North American systematic reviews (Babcock et al., 2004; Davis & Taylor, 1999; Feder et al., 2008) . Furthermore, the conflation of outcome data for both voluntary and court-mandated samples together (e.g., Echauri Tijeras, 2010; Hagemann-White et al., 2004; Törmä & Tuokkola, 2009 ) dilutes the effectiveness of the program, as voluntary referrals are also likely to manifest greater motivation to change.
Outcome Measures
A key methodological issue is the appropriateness of outcome measurement for perpetrator program effectiveness (e.g., R. E. Dobash & Dobash, 2000; Stover, 2005; Westmarland & Kelly, 2012) . For example, there is continuing disagreement about whether official police data, perpetrator self-reports, victim interviews, or program deliverer testimonies provide the most reliable indicator of repeat violence, as each form entails unique flaws (Straus, 1991) . For this reason, it is generally advised that evaluations incorporate data from a variety of sources, in an attempt to "triangulate" often-inconsistent information (Gondolf, 2002; Rosenbaum, 1988) . However, this was done in very few studies in our sample. One study (R. P. Dobash et al., 1999) gathered outcome data from official police report, offender questionnaire, and women partners' self-reports. Two studies (Bowen, 2004; Leicester-Liverpool Evaluation Group, 2005) corroborated offender self-report data with police records, and two studies (Socialstyrelsen, 2010; Törmä & Tuokkola, 2009 ) complemented offender self-report data with information gathered from questionnaires administered to the women partners. The remaining seven studies collected outcome data from the offenders' self-reports alone.
With regard to the content of the outcome measure, data can vary from criminal justice measures such as arrest, over rates of physical assault or episodes of verbal abuse, to perceptions of chronic intimidation and a general sense of lack of safety and well-being. Only 3 of the studies in our sample collected official crime data from police records (Bowen, 2004; R. P. Dobash et al., 1999; Leicester-Liverpool Evaluation Group, 2005) , and 4 studies collected data concerning self-reported violent behaviors such as slapping and beating. All 12 studies gathered data concerning psychological change in some form or another. However, the utility of such data in determining future violence remains unclear. For example, Bowen's (2004) analysis of the relationship between offenders' responses to items capturing psychological change revealed that there is little concordance with reoffending behaviors.
Length of Follow-Up
The available literature has alluded to a "honeymoon period" of either a cessation or subsidence of abusive behaviors in the duration and immediate aftermath of enrollment in a perpetrator program (e.g., Rosenbaum, 1988; Rosenfeld, 1992) . As a consequence, the collection of outcome data immediately on program completion risks inflating the probability of asserting the false-positive of an encouraging treatment effect. Half (k = 6) of the studies collected data only immediately on program completion. Of the six remaining studies, none collected data more than 12 months after the program had concluded. Some researchers have advocated dismissing results that have been gathered any sooner than 6 months after the treatment program has ended (e.g., Feder et al., 2008) . Had we done so, we would have excluded 6 of the 12 studies in our sample.
Other Issues
Three additional features of the evaluations may have influenced the low methodological quality observed in our sample. First, developers or administrators of the programs were prominently involved in many of the evaluations (k = 5). This mirrors International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 57(10) routine practice in perpetrator program delivery throughout Europe more generally (see Part I of this article). It is plausible that in these instances, the evaluations were conducted not only as an objective test of the program's effectiveness but rather as an administrative tally of the program's general performance. Second, many of the evaluations (k = 6) were conducted in the community, as opposed to custody, where the formation of a control group is encumbered by the difficulty in acquiring perpetrators who are interested in participating in an evaluation. Finally, one must assume cultural influences that generally accompany less openness to sound evaluations of offender treatment in Europe than in North America (e.g., Lösel, Koehler, Hamilton, Humphreys, & Akoensi, 2011) .
Conclusion
This project represents the most comprehensive attempt yet to provide an overview of work with domestic violence perpetrators throughout Europe. In Part I of this article, we outlined the scope and variety of routine practice among European perpetrator programs, and in Part II we examined whether the evidence base supported the effectiveness of those approaches. However, because of the above-mentioned and other problems, this systematic review could not reveal definitive conclusions regarding the effective delivery of domestic violence perpetrator programs in Europe. Our findings resonate with the conclusions of reviews from North America, namely, that we do not yet know what works best, for whom, and under what circumstances (e.g., Babcock et al., 2004; Davis & Taylor, 1999; Feder et al., 2008; Hamberger & Hastings, 1993) . Compared with other fields of offender treatment (e.g., Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Lösel, 2012) , evaluation research on domestic violence perpetrator programs is still at an early stage. 
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